Scaling of evidence-based practices in education has received extensive discussion but little empirical evaluation. We present here a descriptive summary of the experience from seven states with a history of implementing and scaling School-wide Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS) over the past decade. Each state has been successful in establishing at least 500 schools using SWPBIS across approximately a third or more of the schools in their state. The implementation elements proposed by Sugai, Horner, Algozzine et al. (2010) and the stages of implementation described by Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, and Wallace (2005) were used within a survey with each element assessed at each stage by the SWPBIS coordinators and policy makers in the seven states. Consistent themes from analysis of the responses were defined and confirmed with the surveyed participants. Results point to four central areas of state "capacity" as being perceived as critical for a state to move a SWPBIS to scale (administrative leadership and funding, local training and coaching capacity, behavioral expertise, and local evaluation capacity), and an iterative process in which initial implementation success (100-200 demonstrations) is needed to recruit the political and fiscal support required for larger scaling efforts.
Blueprint was made available in 2002, and a revised version of the Implementation Blueprint (Sugai, Horner, Algozzine et al., 2010) was posted in March, 2010. Oregon, Illinois, Missouri and Maryland were early adopters, initiating SWPBIS implementation between 1997 and 1999. Florida, North Carolina and Colorado embraced SWPBIS implementation soon thereafter (e.g., [2000] [2001] [2002] .
Implementation Elements
Implementation of SWPBIS has been guided by two highly compatible rubrics. One comes from the initial SWPBIS efforts to work with whole-school implementation within district, region and state systems (Sugai et al., 2002) . The second comes from a larger focus on implementation science, and the stages that frame adoption of any new set of practices (Fixsen et al., 2005; Fixsen, Blase, Horner & Sugai, 2010; Fixsen, Blase, & Van Dyke, 2011) . The combination of implementation elements with stages of adoption framed the data collection protocol for the present study, and warrant more detailed review here.
Figure 1 is a summary of the key elements defined by Sugai, Horner, Algozzine et al., (2010) associated with implementation of SWPBIS. The heart of the process begins with a "leadership team" that has the authority, resources, and coordination FTE needed to implement the core elements of SWPBIS. Our experience was that most districts, regions or states were able to establish leadership teams, but often those teams did not have the authority to do the task they were given, or did not have the personnel needed to coordinate a complex training venture. Starting implementation with careful development of the leadership team was defined as an essential process for achieving high fidelity and high sustainability. Focusing on the leadership team required building four levels of capacity that were viewed as essential for sustained, high fidelity implementation.
Funding for the initiative: Define the funding source for a minimum of three years Visibility: Define at the beginning how the effort would be described throughout the district/region/state, and how implementation and impact information would be shared on a regular basis.
Political Support: The leadership team was encouraged not to launch training efforts unless there was clear political support associated with improving student social behavior, and regular opportunities to report on progress and outcomes to the highest level of administrative authority.
Policy: The leadership team was asked to identify the district/region/state policies that supported the need to build a strong social culture in schools.
The second major emphasis within the SWPBIS implementation blueprint was the development of local school exemplars: schools that were implementing SWPBIS with fidelity and effect. Most leadership teams entered the process prepared, interested and ready to launch training to build "pilot" or "exemplar" schools. Few were ready to implement SWPBIS on a scale of real significance. In many cases the development of demonstration exemplars was a politically necessary feature for sustaining the leadership team. An important element of SWPBIS implementation, however, was to require that development of initial demonstrations occur ONLY in the context of building the local training, coaching, evaluation and behavioral expertise capacity that would be required for future scaling. This translated into emphasizing four capacity categories that were developed during the training of initial school teams:
Training Capacity: A central feature of SWPBIS implementation is development of local trainers. States are familiar with an "external expert" model of staff development, and it often is appropriate and practical to recruit external experts to train school teams. Within the SWPBIS approach to implementation, a central focus is on tying training by external experts to establishment of local personnel who can deliver the same training. Public access to training materials, regular provision of training-of-trainer sessions, and development of local trainers as a part of the Leadership action plan facilitated this effort.
Coaching Capacity: External SWPBIS trainers also were expected to provide staff development for district/region/or state "coaches." Coaching is the on-site support needed to encourage and tailor an innovation to fit the local context. Coaching is done with the local team to (a) assist the team in follow-through after training workshops, (b) assist in collection of progress monitoring data as implementation fidelity improves, and (c) assist in adapting and tailoring the practices received in training workshops to match the strengths and demands of the local context. Evaluation Capacity: A central feature of SWPBIS implementation was development of local evaluation capacity so schools, districts, and state implementers could regularly assess (a) if SWPBIS was being implemented with fidelity and (b) if implementation was benefiting students (Algozzine et al., 2009; Tobin, Vincent, Horner, Rossetto Dickey & May, 2011) .
Behavioral Expertise: Experience implementing SWPBIS has taught us that for full implementation of Tier II and Tier III procedures a district needs personnel with mastery of behavioral theory and intensive support practices. School teams typically demonstrate competence in implementation of Tier I SWPBIS practices without more highly trained personnel. As teams move to extend implementation to Tier II and Tier III practices, however, success requires access to local personnel with specific knowledge, skill and experience with behavioral interventions. Given this experience, Sugai, Horner, Algozzine et al., 2010, added development of local behavioral expertise as a part of initial SWPBIS emphasis for Leadership Teams.
Implementation Stages
The elements of SWPBIS implementation proved a good fit with the approach to scaling of evidence-based practices proposed by Fixsen and his colleagues (Fixsen et al., 2005; Fixsen et al., 2011) .
Of special value was the focus on conducting implementation of innovations within a formal set of stages (Exploration, Installation, Initial Implementation, Full Implementation, Innovation and Sustainability). A compelling theme was that premature adoption of specific practices without (a) establishing the need and policy support, and (b) building the infra-structure to support the practices is very likely to result in low fidelity adoption, poor outcomes, and rapid rejection. Simply put the message from implementation science has been that the "quality" (or effectiveness) of a practice is insufficient for large-scale adoption without attention to the stages and features of effective implementation.
Focusing on the quality of the core features of any practice (literacy, numeracy, writing, behavioral support) is necessary but insufficient. Equal attention is needed to the features of effective implementation. Fixsen et al. (2011) recently crystalized this message in the equation, "Effective Interventions X Effective Implementation = Effective Educational Outcomes." The message they offer is that if the goal is real outcomes for students, then investment in the stages and features of effective implementation needs to be as large a concern for Leadership Teams as the quality of the interventions (practices) they hope to see used. This translates, in part, to careful consideration of six stages of implementation (Fixsen et al., 2009) .
Exploration: Effective implementation of innovative practices begins not with training, but with careful review of the need for change, examination of what options exist for achieving desired change, and determining both the feasibility of alternatives to current practices, and the comparative value of proposed versus current practices. Fixsen et al. (2005) advocate for moving forward with implementation only after key stakeholders have had the time to examine current status, consider options, and determine the feasibility and value of a new approach to how things are done. The time needed to complete the exploration stage will vary depending on are array of organizational factors, and the extent to which there is a collective agreement that change is needed.
Installation:
A frequently forgotten stage in implementation is the installation of organizational and structural features (e.g., policies, schedules, job descriptions) needed to allow a new practice to be implemented. The "readiness" of an organization to adopt a new innovation/practice involves not simply moving through the Exploration Stage, but building the foundations that will allow a new practice to be successful. When done well "installation" is the stage where a school identifies how to make effective practices "fit" the local social, cultural, political and geographic context. There are always multiple paths for achieving the core features of evidence-based practices, and SWPBIS is no exception. The installation stage is where a school team must define not just what is needed but how best to achieve what is needed given the strengths and challenges of the local setting.
Initial Implementation: The first adopters of a new practice identify the rough spots between proposed and actual implementation feasibility. Procedures that seemed clear and readily adoptable are suddenly reevaluated in the face of organizational, technical and practical barriers that may not have been obvious. Initial implementation involves documenting that a practice is possible and produces the outcomes promised. Of major importance for SWPBIS, however, initial implementation focuses NOT just on establishing exemplar demonstrations, but also on initiating investment in local capacity for (a) training, (b) coaching, (c) evaluation, and (d) behavioral expertise. A major message is that initial implementation includes establishing the capacity for expansion.
Full Implementation: Full adoption SWPBIS involves implementation of at least one Tier
(preferably all three) with high fidelity and fluency. Full implementation for a district, region or state includes adoption by a high proportion of the schools in the area (e.g., 60%), and establishment of the training, coaching, evaluation and behavioral expertise capacity to continuously train, regenerate and improve the practices.
Innovation and Sustainability:
The fifth and sixth stages of implementation recognize that sustained implementation is never about static repetition, but about active adaptation and continuous improvement. Schools are highly dynamic settings. Students, staff, and community are in continual flux and even the expectations that society has for schooling shift over time.
Implementation of effect instructional, behavioral and organizational practices will require not just repetition of what was done before, but continual modification of "what works" to "what works better." Key features of these stages are the need to establish on-going measures of implementation fidelity, and regular opportunities to train and update personnel on core features of the implemented practice. For SWPBIS, this translates in to annual fidelity measurement using formal evaluation measures (e.g., SET, TIC, BoQ or SAS) (Algozzine et al., 2009) , and investment in the training and coaching capacity at the district/regional level for continuous staff development.
Purpose
The purpose of the present report is to use the experience of seven successful states to identify variables that are perceived as important for not just initial implementation of SWPBIS, but comparatively large scale implementation with fidelity and impact. The descriptive methods to achieve this purpose involved survey and interview efforts with the SWPBIS coordinators and policy personnel in seven successful states. In each case we looked at how each of the core elements of SWPBIS 
Procedure
The SISS (available at www.pbis.org) was developed specifically for this study by creating a matrix using the Fixsen et al. (2005) Data generated from the SISS provided four sources of content. The first was a simple count of the number of schools adopting SWPBIS per year since initiation of the implementation through July 2010. The second source of information was a timeline of the stages of implementation as defined by Fixsen et al., (2005) to the extent that the stages matched the perceived implementation history within the state. The third source of information was the narrative developed from responding to the questions within the SISS cells. From this information it was possible to identify if and when the core PBIS implementation elements were available, and map this information to the points in time when the form of PBIS Implementation shifted, and scaling increased. The final source of information came from follow-up interview/phone conversations with the individuals who completed the SISS to review the interpretation of the state data, and obtain revisions, edits, and supplemental information that was deemed relevant.
The raw SISS content for each of the participating states is posted for review on the internet at www.pbis.org/evaluation.
Results

Descriptive Patterns
Initial descriptive summary of the implementation process for each of the seven states is provided in Figures 2-8 which detail counts of the total number of schools implementing SWPBIS per year and the self-identified stages of the implementation process. Examining these figures suggests a number of themes.
1. The seven states did not follow a common schedule of adoption. Some took much longer in early stages of implementation (e.g., Oregon, Missouri, North Carolina), and once growth in implementation began the scaling process was not always linear or consistent (e.g., Illinois, Oregon).
2. While the stages of implementation were helpful, a consistent message was that defining the stages for a state was difficult. The stages of implementation were iterative or cycling rather than linear. State personnel were continually repeating the Exploration stage as they moved from school to school, and district to district. A vision of an entire state system of education going through a coherent, linear process of implementation stages was not confirmed. Within a system as large and complex as the education infra-structure of a state, there were always parts of the system in Exploration, some dealing with Installation, some going through Initial Implementation, etc. As such the stages listed in the present summary reflect more the status of state level policy and decision-makers than the entire education academy within a state.
The Installation and Initial Implementation stages took different amounts of time, but
typically it was not until a state was implementing SWPBIS across 100-200 schools with documented local capacity to train, coach and evaluate SWPBIS that there were shifts in how SWPBIS was implemented (i.e., shift from external trainers to internal trainers, shift from a single source of funding to multiple sources of funding). It was the shift in implementation practices that made adoption of SWPBIS less expensive per school implementation, and more feasible for scaling up on a geographically distributed level.
Implementation Elements and Stages
Examining the role and function of PBIS Implementation Blueprint elements against the stages of implementation was informative. The functions of a state leadership team were achieved in all seven states, but not always by formally establishing a specific team with conventional state policy authority. Establishing SWPBIS as part of the state "school improvement planning" system was one important policy step. When school administrators/teams began including SWPBIS as part of their improvement goals, it became more important for a state to have a formal mechanism for supporting that area of defined improvement. In some states school-identified need prompted state action, in other states, the state leadership facilitated incorporation of SWPBIS as a school improvement focus. In five of the seven states, development of effective SWPBIS exemplars preceded development of functional leadership support. Training, coaching, evaluation, behavioral expertise. All states had strong (but comparatively small) training capacity when they entered the Exploration stage with SWPBIS. Each state had a history of being able to train administrators, specialists and school teams in educational innovations. Typically, however, states had relied on a small cadre of local trainers (or hired external trainers), and did not have extensive experience investing in distributed, local training, coaching and evaluation. Building coaching and training capacity that was geographically available throughout the state, of high quality, and coordinated state-wide was a major barrier to scaling. One of the organizational accomplishments that each state identified as important to their ability to implement SWPBIS at scale was investment in establishing a training and coaching capacity across their geographic catchment area.
Evaluation occurred at all stages of implementation. Initially, evaluation data focused on whether the core features of SWPBIS were already in place (e.g., treatment fidelity). During Initial Implementation the focus of evaluation shifted to whether SWPBIS could be implemented with fidelity and with benefit for students. Only as states documented initial "pilot" success did the evaluation expand to implementation of SWPBIS at all three tiers of intensity and with assessment of the larger organizational systems needed for sustainability. None of the states entered the implementation process with adequate evaluation measures, data collection systems, or a community of practice skilled in evaluation protocol. Establishing this evaluation infra-structure was consistently defined as a key foundation for larger-scaling of SWPBIS implementation. The availability and use of data was emphasized by all of the seven states as a key for moving from initial implementation to broader scale implementation.
The seven states varied a great deal on the indigenous availability of behavioral expertise in schools when they started SWPBIS implementation. Having school psychologists, counselors, social workers and special educators with strong behavioral knowledge was not essential for Exploration, Installation or even Initial Implementation. As more schools became fluent at SWPBIS Tier I practices, however, they became focused on more intensive Tier II and Tier III support efforts. The resulting training and coordination demands placed a higher value on individuals with stronger behavioral training. The availability of district personnel with competence in behavioral theory and behavioral interventions governed the speed with which districts were able to adopt the multi-tiered elements of SWPBIS. Investing earlier in the development of local behavioral expertise was suggested by two state coordinators as a strategy that may have improved the speed of their SWPBIS implementation.
Demonstrations of exemplar schools and districts. Initial demonstrations that SWPBIS could be implemented with fidelity and would impact student outcomes were essential for later scaling. The number of demonstration schools per stage varied from state to state. It was not uncommon, however, for 20-100 schools to serve as initial adopters without wider expansion. One theme was that as initial demonstrations (a) documented feasibility and impact, (b) a larger cohort of demonstration schools was developed, and (c) once the cohort of schools using SWPBIS effectively reach the 100-200 range there was a shift in the political will to invest in scaling. While the number of demonstration schools varied, each state reported the importance of initial demonstration success before decisions were made to invest in the training, coaching, evaluating and intervening practices needed for larger scale implementation.
Discussion
Reviewing the implementation narratives provided by the seven states allows an initial window into addressing the question, "what features were needed for the state to move from Installation and Initial Implementation of demonstrations to Full Implementation at a larger scale?" Three themes appear worthy of future consideration.
1. States needed a strong advocate, modest initiative funding, and indigenous training capacity to launch SWPBIS implementation. With these assets state/district coordinators were able to establish small clusters of schools that did well implementing SWPBIS with fidelity and documenting positive student impact.
2. To move from initial demonstrations to state-level scaling of SWPBIS each state was required to modify the training, coaching, evaluation and coordination associated with SWPBIS implementation.
Training became more widely available by using indigenous trainers who were geographically distributed, and able to offer training at a lower per person (e.g., per team) cost. Districts became more responsible for funding the coaching activities that were defined as essential for skills learning in training workshops to be applied in real school settings. As states moved from initial pilot demonstrations to larger scale implementation evaluation of both implementation fidelity and impact on student outcomes became more organized, coordinated and disseminated. Districts began using their local professional development resources to implement SWPBIS rather than relying on state or grant-based funding.
3. To achieve scaling of SWPBIS implementation each of the seven states was able to establish: 2) Evaluation system allowed local teams to use data for continuous improvement
Conclusion
States are able to conduct large-scale implementation of SWPBIS. The common approach was to begin with pilot demonstrations. However, effective pilot efforts were most likely to lead to functional scaling only when local (state/district) capacity was established to provide training, coaching, evaluation, and technical expertise. Building local capacity was repeatedly seen as the mechanism for improving efficiency to adopt and sustain SWPBIS. Building local capacity was also seen as an important outcome for moving from Tier I SWPBIS intensity to Tier II, Tier III support levels. Scaling required leveraging local district resources to achieve what was initially demonstrated with state and/or grant funds.
An outcome that was less obvious, and worthy of further review, was the changing role of the coordination and leadership functions. SWPBIS implementation was selected, guided and nurtured by the state leadership team in one example. In other examples, there was no leadership team until the scale of implementation required broader administrative and funding support. Key implementers in these states provided initially served more as champions and direct providers of SWPBIS content in the Exploration and Installation phases. As the state built capacity, more people were able to do initial training, coaching and evaluation, there was less need for advocacy, and more need for leadership, coordination, planning and administration. States that were successful in larger scale implementation of SWPBIS were able to find the people who could fulfill or adapt to the changing needs as scaling opportunities arose.
An important theme worthy of future testing and assessment is the finding that until a state reached 100-200 schools adopting SWPBIS they did not achieve the funding, political support, implementation capacity and infra-structure needed to shift their implementation approach from demonstration development to one that allowed larger scale implementation.
Many conceptual models have been proffered for moving effective practices to large scale adoption (Adelman & Taylor, 2011) . There are few examples, however, of implementation at a scale and duration that allow even modest testing of the variables that increase the likelihood that a practice will move to a larger scale of adoption. The present findings are purely descriptive and allow no causal
inference. Yet they afford in their consistency identification of variables that may be worthy of consideration in future research. The phases of implementation proposed by Fixsen et al. (2005) were a useful rubric for assessing adoption of SWPBIS, but the complexity of this seemingly straightforward model was emphasized in the state narratives. Implementation of evidence-based practices takes time, and different lengths of time depending on indigenous capacity for training, coaching, evaluation and behavioral expertise. The implementation stages are less linear than cyclical, iterative, and integrated across levels of a system (e.g., schools, districts, regions, state). In the end, however, the present data offer optimistic documentation that large-scale implementation of evidence-based practices is possible, and that variables exist for building a better understanding and improving the implementation process. 
